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THE EARLY MANUSCRIPTS OF LEIBNIZ.
that the rectangle AF is equal to the moment31 of the curve AEC about the axis AB. [Fig. 1.]
place (G. 1855, p. 45) seven years later, he makes it 1672, and neither of them is correct as the date of the copy that Leibniz could possibly have purchased, namely 1670. This is culpable negligence in the case of a date upon which an argument has to be founded, for one can hardly suspect Gerhardt of deliberate intent to confuse. Nevertheless, like De Morgan, I should have felt more happy if I could have given facsimiles of Barrow's book, and Leibniz's manuscript and figure.
Lastly, there is in Barrow (what .neither Gerhardt, Cantor, nor any one else, with the possible exception of Weissenborn, seems to have noticed) chapter and verse for Leibniz's "characteristic triangle." Fig. D is the diagram that Barrow gives to illustrate the first theorem of Lecture XL This is of course, as is usual with Barrow, a complicated diagram drawn to do duty for a whole set of allied theorems.
Fig. D.
Fig. E.
In the proof of the first of these theorems occur these words:
"Then the triangle HLG is similar to the triangle PDH (for, on account of the infinite section, the small arc HG can be considered as a straight line).
Hence, HL : LG = PD : DH, or HL. DH = LG. PD, i. e., HL.HO = DC.D^.
By similar reasoning, it may be shown that, since the triangle GMF is similar to the triangle PCG,----"
If now the lines in italics are compared with that part of the figure to which they refer, which has been abstracted in Fig. E, the likeness to Leibniz's figure wants some explaining away, if we consider that Leibniz had the opportunity for seeing this diagram. Such evidence as that would be enough to hang a man, even in an English criminal court. (Further, see Note 46.)
To sum up, I am convinced that Leibniz was indebted to both of Barrow's diagrams, and also to that of Pascal (for I will call attention to the fact that he uses all three, as I come to them) and I think that after the lapse of thirty years he really could ^not tell from whom he got his figure. In such a case it would be only natural, if he knew that it was from one of two sources and he was accused of plagiarizing from the one, that he should assert that it was from the other. Hence, by repetition, he would come to believe it. But even this does not explain his letter to d'Hospital, where he says that he has not obtained any assistance from his methods; unless again we remember that this letter is dated 1694, twenty years after the event.
81 Great importance, in my opinion hardly merited, is attached to the use by Leibniz of the phrase memento ex axe in this place, and in his manuscripts